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APPENDIX 1: 
PEOPLE & ORGANIZATIONS CONSULTED 
 

Date Person/Organization 

10/8 John Heermans, Wula Nafaa 

 Partner Meeting, Rural Water and Sanitation (convened by Lux Dev) 

10/9 Abdoulaye Boly, Groupe de Recherche et de Réalisations pour le Développement 
Rural/GRDR 

 Ndeye Tické Ndaiye Diop, Direction de Pêche Maritime/DPM 

 Aminata Badiane, Aaron Brownell, Peter Trenchard, USAID/Senegal EG SO Team 
(Dakar) 

 Chris Hedrick, Peace Corps (Dakar) 

 Aaron Brownell (re: Water and Sanitation); Lisa Franchetti (re: governance), USAID 

10/10 Community Fisheries Management Committee & Local Authorities, Cayar 

10/13 Ndiogou Niang, CREPA-Senegal (Dakar) 

 Regina Brown, SAGIC (Dakar) 

 Mamadou Diako, governance consultant 

10/14 Salif Gueye, Eaux et Forêts, Wula Nafaa (Dakar) 

 Babou Sarr, Fodé Kane, & Papa Bakhoum, Direction d’Exploitation et de la 
Maintenance/DEM (Dakar) 

 Alassane Tierou Ndiaye, Direction de l’Hydraulique Rurale/DHR (Dakar) 

 Akiko Ida, Deputy Resident Representative, JICA (Dakar) 

 Abdrehmane Diallo, USAID re: governance strategy) 

10/15 Representatives of Rural Council, village elders, and women’s GIE Federation 
(FELOGIE), Niordior (Foundiougne) 

10/16 Community Nature Reserve (Palmarin) 

 Alassane Samba Diop, Ndiouf Babara Ndaiye, Service Régionale de Pêche (Mbour) 

 Fish processing GIE and facility, visit to beach seine landing (Nianing) 

 GIE Femmes et Coquillage, Oyster Cooperative, visit to managed oyster bed (Joal-
Fadiouth) 

10/17 Tamba Diallo & Wula Nafaa facilitators (debriefing from site selection surveys) 

 Badara Dioume, Président de Conseil Rurale 
Djirnda (met in Foundiougne) 

 Joseph Sarr, President CLP (Foundiougne) 

10/18 Debriefing workshop (Foundiougne) 

10/19 Patrick Nugawela, SAGIC (Dakar) 

10/20 Binata Coulibaly Gueye & Wula Nafaa team; wealth component 

 Brian Crawford debriefing with USAID EG SO Team (Dakar) 

10/21 Ndiogou Niang, CREPA 

 Dr. Mamadou Goudiaby, Division de Pêche Artisanal/DPM (Dakar) 

 Martin Weber & Patrick Nuguwela, SAGIC 

10/22 Yoshio Fukai, Chef de Projet PEPTAC (JICA/DEM) 

 Work planning meeting with WWF 



 

Date Person/Organization 

10/23 Bara Gueye, IED (NGO) 

 Malamine Savane, Carrefour Africain d’Appui au Développement (NGO) 

 Patrick Nuguwela & BDS Team, SAGIC 

 Mamadou Niane and Emma Greatrix, Wetlands International  

 Oualata Bah, governance consultant 

10/24 WN team meeting 
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APPENDIX 3: 
CLPA LEGISLATION 
 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

 



 

APPENDIX 4: 
CLPA IMPLEMENTING LEGISLATION 
 

  



 

 
 



 

APPENDIX 5: 
IMPLEMENTING POLICY, BOAT LICENSES & 
FISHING PERMITS 
 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

  



 

APPENDIX 6: 
ARRÊTÉ CREATING FOUR CLP 
 

 



 

 



 

APPENDIX 7: 
REGISTRATION, CLP FOUNDIOUGNE 
 

 



 

APPENDIX 8: 
CO-MANAGEMENT AGREEMENT FOR CLP 
FOUNDIOUGNE 
 
 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 APPENDIX 9: 
EXCERPT FROM USAID DRAFT WATER AND 
SANITATION ACTIVITIES FOR WULA NAFAA 
 

Local water and sanitation plans  

Approximately [sum] of the existing FY08 budget and planned governance related activities will be attributed 
to creating local water and sanitation plans. This component may include (when deemed necessary) creating 
and building the capacity of ASUFORs. Activities with local water and sanitation plans and the ASUFORs 
must be in concert with PEPAM and the GOS initiatives. In addition, the contractor shall harmonize 
activities and key messages with other NGOs and donors (ex. JICA, UNICEF, Water Aid) 

The following steps should be included in the process of creating the local plans: 

• Presentation of program to Community and Rural Council 

• Letter of interest from rural community with signature (buy in) from various villages 

• Inventory of Water and Sanitation Points 

• Social Market approach to improve access to water, sanitation (latrines) and hygiene 

• Pledge by community to end open defecation and improve water access and hygiene 

• Presentation of options to end open defecation – latrine options 

• Meetings and trainings with Rural Council to develop local water and sanitation plans which includes (if 
necessary) developing ASUFORs.  

Standards (water and sanitation plans): 

Local Water and Sanitation Plans should include: (a) current water and sanitation status (inventory); (b) a plan 
to improve access to water and to end open defecation; and (c) a plan to maintain and finance local water and 
sanitation. The plans should be in concert with the GOS water and sanitation plans. 

Illustrative sections of the plan include:  

• Water: Current Status (Inventory of Water Points); Water Quality (tests); Role of ASEFOR; Financing; 
Monitoring quality; Maintenance; Conservation; Future (action plan) 

• Sanitation: Current Status (Latrine Points); Maintenance; Monitoring latrines; Options for the future 



 

APPENDIX 10: 
GOVERNANCE TYPES FOR PROTECTED 
AREAS 
 
From: Grazia Borrini-Feyerabend, Ashish Kothari and Gonzalo Oviedo, editors. (2004). Indigenous 
and Local Communities and Protected Areas: Towards Equity and Enhanced Conservation, Guidance on policy and 
practice for Co-managed Protected Areas and Community Conserved Areas. IUCN/CEESP/WCPA; 
http://cmsdata.iucn.org/downloads/pag_011.pdf 
 
A: Government Managed Protected Areas. 
 
Most people are familiar with type A governance, in which a government body (such as a Ministry or 
Park Agency reporting directly to the government) holds the authority, responsibility and account 
ability for managing the protected area, determines its conservation objectives (such as the ones that 
distinguish the IUCN categories), subjects it to a management regime, and often also owns the 
protected area’s land, water and related resources. 
 
Reflecting the trend towards greater devolution in general in many countries, sub-national and 
municipal government bodies have recently also become prominent in declaring and managing 
protected areas. In some cases, the state retains full land owner ship and/or control or over sight of 
protected areas but dele gates their management to a parastatal organization, NGO or even a private 
operator or community. The government may or may not have a legal obligation to inform or 
consult other identified stake holders prior to setting up protected areas and making or enforcing 
management decisions. 
 
B: Co-managed Protected Areas. 
 
Type B governance, which is developed further in Chapter 4 of these Guide lines, is also becoming 
increasingly common, responding to the variety of inter locked entitlements recognised by 
democratic societies. Complex processes and institutional mechanisms are generally employed to 
share management authority and responsibility among a plurality of actors – from national to sub-
national (including local) government author i ties, from representatives of indigenous, mobile and 
local communities to user associations, private entrepreneurs and land-owners. The actors recognise 
the legitimacy of their respective entitlements to manage the protected area and agree on subjecting 
it to a specific conservation objective (such as the ones that distinguish the IUCN categories). 
Distinct co-management sub-types may be identified. In collaborative management, for instance, 
formal decision-making authority, responsibility and account ability may rest with one agency (often 
a national govern mental agency), but the agency is required – by law or policy – to collaborate with 
other stake holders. In its weak form, “collaboration” means informing and consulting stakeholders. 
 
In its strong form, “collaboration” means that a multi-stake holder body develops and approves by 
consensus a number of technical proposals for protected area regulation and management, to be 
later submitted to the decision-making authority. In joint management, various actors sit on a 
management body with decision-making authority, responsibility and account ability. Again, the 



 

requirements for joint management are made stronger if decision-making is carried out by 
consensus. When this is not the case, the balance of power reflected in the composition of the joint 
management body may de facto trans form it into a different governance type (e.g. when government 
actors or private land owners hold an absolute majority of votes). Because of the many actors which 
are often involved, some form of multi-stake holder management may be particularly suited to the 
needs of many transboundary protected areas. 
 
C: Private Protected Areas. 
 
Type C governance has a relatively long history, as kings and aristocracies often preserved for 
themselves certain areas of land or the privilege to hunt wild life. Such private reserves had 
important secondary conservation benefits. Today, private owner ship is still an enormously 
important force in conservation. Private reserves include areas under individual, cooperative, 
corporate for-profit, and corporate not-for-profit ownership. Conservation NGOs buy areas of 
land, which in some cases are large, and dedicate them to conservation. Many individual land owners 
pursue conservation objectives out of respect for the land or a desire to maintain its beauty and 
ecological value. Utilitarian purposes, such as gaining revenue from ecotourism or reducing levies 
and taxes, are additional incentives. In all these cases, authority for managing the protected land and 
resources rests with the land owners, who deter mine a conservation objective, impose a 
conservation regime and are responsible for decision-making, subject to applicable legislation and 
usually under terms agreed with the respective governments. Their account ability to the larger 
society, however, is usually quite limited. Some forms of account ability may be negotiated with the 
government in exchange for specific incentives (as in the case of Easements or Land Trusts). 
 
D: Community Conserved Areas. 
 
This governance type involves governance by indigenous, mobile and local communities. This may 
be the oldest form of protected area governance and it is still wide spread (see a number of examples 
in Chapter 5). Throughout the world and over thou sands of years, human communities have 
shaped their life styles and livelihood strategies to respond to the opportunities and challenges 
presented by their surrounding land and natural resources. In so doing, they simultaneously manage, 
modify and often conserve and enrich their environments. In many cases, community interaction 
with the environment generated a sort of symbiosis, which some refer to as “bio-cultural units” or 
“cultural landscapes/seascapes”. Much of this inter action happened not for the intentional 
conservation of biodiversity but in pursuit of a variety of inter locked objectives and values (spiritual, 
religious, security-related, survival-related), which did, however, result in the conservation of 
ecosystems, species and ecosystem-related services. In this sense, Community Conserved Areas 
comprise “natural and modified ecosystems including significant biodiversity, ecological services and 
cultural values voluntarily conserved by indigenous, mobile and local communities through 
customary laws or other effective means”. In Community Conserved Areas, authority and 
responsibility rest with the communities through a variety of forms of ethnic governance or locally 
agreed organizations and rules. These forms and rules are very diverse and can be extremely 
complex. For instance, land and/or some resources may be collectively owned and managed, but 
other resources may be individually owned and managed or managed on a clan-basis. Nearly every 
community has developed management regulations and organizations, which may or may not be 
legally sanctioned at the national level. 
 



 

In Community Conserved Areas, the community’s account ability to the larger society remains 
usually limited, although it may be defined as part of broader negotiations with the national 
government and other partners, possibly as a counterpart to being assured, for example, the 
recognition of collective land rights, the respect for customary practices and the provision of 
economic incentives. Such negotiations may even result in a joint management arrangement among 
indigenous and local communities, government actors and other stake holders (thus changing the 
governance type from D to B). Some communities organize them selves in various ways, including 
legal forms such as NGOs, to manage their resources. This may not change the governance type 
from D to C, if the NGO remains account able to the authority of the respective community. 
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APPENDIX 12: 
PEPTAC (JICA) ASUFOR SUPPORT 
ACTIVITIES IN TAMBACOUNDA1 

 

TABLE 1. PEPTAC DIRECT INTERVENTION SITES 

 

                                                 
1  From the report, Projet Eau Potable Pour Tous et Appui aux Activités Communautaire (Phase 2) : Rapport Intérimaire, Prepared 
by Earth & Human Corporation, Kokusai Kogyo Co., Ltd., Mars 2008. 
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TABLE 3: PEPTAC OBSERVATIONS ON ASUFOR 
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